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1 . The Art Unit location of your application in the USPTO has changed. To aid in 
correlating any papers for this application, all further correspondence regarding this 
application should be directed to Art Unit 2617. 

DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

2. a. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-26 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

b. Applicant's arguments filed 06/15/06 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

On pages 9-10 of applicant's remarks, applicant argues that the Kavehrad 
reference is not directed to a receiver in a gateway station, and the Kavehrad reference 
does not teach a gateway station that is in communication with a stratospheric platform, 
and Kavehrad reference also does not teach that the gateway station receives a first 
signal having a first beam having interference from the second beam therein and 
receiving a second signal having the second beam having interference from the first 
beam, wherein the gateway station has a first subtracting block and a second 
subtracting block for subtracting the second signal from the first signal and the first 
signal from the second signal. 

In response, I banez-Meier teaches (not Kavehrad) a gateway station that is in 
communication with a stratospheric platform (see Ibanez-Meier, fig.1) and the 
combination of Ibanez-Meier and Kavehrad teaches applicant's claimed invention. In 
addition, the combination of Ibanez-Meier or Kavehrad does not specifically disclose the 
gateway station comprising a first subtracting block and a second subtracting block. 
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However, Kavehrad differs from the claims is that the above operations are done in the 
satellite (see Kavehrad, column 1, lines 20-21), not in the gateway station as recited in 
the claim. The examiner believes that the above difference would not render the claim 
patentable because it would merely depend on where those skilled in the art would like 
to perform the above operations (in the satellite or gateway station since both 
Kavehrad's satellite and Applicant's gateway station are signal repeaters). 
Furthermore, Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection of claim 1, 14, 18, 20, 25 
and 26 below. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Kavehrad such that it is the gateway station, 
which performs the subtraction, in order to perform interference cancellation. 

On pagelO of applicant's remarks, applicant argues that Rouffer (or Baier) does 
not teach subtracting using the receiving signals. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091. 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). In this case, Kavehrad teaches subtracting using the receiving signals (see 
Kavehrad. fig.1, items 19 and 25, and column 6. lines 7-43) and the combination of 
Ibanez-Meier. Kavehrad and Rouffer (or Baier) does indeed teach Applicant's claimed 
invention. In addition, Applicant's attention is directed to the teaching of Rouffer (or 
Baier) in claims below. 
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On pagelO of applicant's remarks, applicant further argues that Baier does not 
teach the first weight is a function of user position files. 

In response, Baire does indeed teach the first weight is a function of user position 
files (see column 8, lines 57-67 wherein proper weights are obtained adaptively, where 
adaptive variation as a function of user position file is inherently implied. In addition, 
Applicant's specification page 10, lines 12-18 merely recites "the user position files". 
However, it fails to further define what a "the user position files" is. Therefore, Baire 
does indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with a broadest reasonable 
interpretation). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C, 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e). (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1, 8-14. 18. and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ibanez-Meier et al (US 6,151 ,308) in view of Kavehrad (US 
4,577.330). 

Regarding claims 1. 14 and 20, Ibanez-Meier teaches a communications system 
comprising: stratospheric platform (fig. 1, communication platform 110) having a 
payload controller (fig. 3, processor 310) and a phased array antenna having a plurality 
of elements for generating a first beam and a second beam (fig.1 ). a gateway station in 
communication with the stratospheric platform (fig.1. destination device 130-132. and 
column 4, line 64. communication gateways), the gateway station receiving a first signal 
having the first beam having interference from the second beam therein and receiving a 
second signal having the second beam having interference from the first beam therein 
(column 16, lines 53-55). 

Ibanez-Meier does not specifically disclose a first subtracting block for 
subtracting the second signal from said first signal to obtain the first beam, a second 
subtracting block for subtracting the first signal from said second signal to obtain the 
second beam. 

Kavehrad teaches a first subtracting block for subtracting the second signal from 
said first signal to obtain the first beam (see fig.1 , item 25, and column 6, lines 7-43), a 
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second subtracting block for subtracting the first signal from said second signal to obtain 
the second beam (see fig.l , item 19, and column 6, lines 7-43). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Kavehrad into the system of 
Ibanez-Meier in order to provide a technique for cross-polarization interference 
cancellation (see Kavehrad, column 1, lines 7-17). 

The combination of Ibanez-Meier or Kavehrad does not specifically disclose the 
gateway station comprising a first subtracting block and a second subtracting block. 
However, Kavehrad differs from the claims is that the above operations are done in the 
satellite (see Kavehrad, column 1, lines 20-21). not in the gateway station as recited in 
the claim. The examiner believes that the above difference would not render the claim 
patentable because it would merely depend on where those skilled in the art would like 
to perform the above operations (in the satellite or gateway station since both 
Kavehrad's satellite and Applicant's gateway station are signal repeaters). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Kavehrad such that it is the gateway station, 
which performs the subtraction, in order to perform interference cancellation. 

Regarding Claim 8, Ibanez-Meier further teaches the gateway station comprises 
a beam generator for generating beam signals (Ibanez-Meier, column 6, Lines 45-41, 
wherein device interfaces enable the generation of a beam which has a dynamically- 
shapeable geometry). 
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Regarding claim 9. 1 banez-Meier further teaches the gateway station further 
comprises a multiplexes/demultiplexer (see column 12. lines 10-21 and column 14, lines 
25-28). 

Regarding claim 10, Ibanez-Meief further teaches the multiplexes/demultiplexer 
comprises a code division multiplexes/demultiplexer (see column 12, lines 10-21 and 
coumn 14, lines 25-28), 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Ibanez-Meier further teaches the gateway station is coupled 
to a terrestrial network (Ibanez-Meier, column 8, lines 49-56). 

Regarding claim 12, Ibanez-Meier further teaches a communications system as 
recited in claim 1 1 , wherein the terrestrial network comprises the Internet (Ibanez-Meier, 
column 14, line 50). 

Regarding claim 13, Ibanez-Meier further teaches the terrestrial network 
comprises the public service telephone network (Ibanez-Meier. column 8. lines 49-56, 
where terrestrial network usually includes a public service telephone network). 

Regarding claim 18, Ibanez-Meier teaches a method of controlling a 
communications system having a stratospheric platform (fig. 1, communication platform 
110), said method comprising the steps of: receiving a first signal having a first beam 
having interference from a second beam herein at a gateway station (fig.1), receiving a 
second signal having the second beam (fig.1, destination device 130-132, and column 
4, line 64, communication gateways) having interference from the first beam therein at a 
gateway station (column 16, lines 53-55). 
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Ibanez-Meier does not specifically disclose weighting said first signal with a first 
weight to provide a weighted first signal, weighting the second signal with a second 
weight to provide a weighted second signal, subtracting the second signal from said first 
signal to obtain the first beam, and subtracting said second signal from the second 
signal to obtain the second beam. 

Kavehrad teaches weighting said first signal with a first weight to provide a 
weighted first signal (see column 3, lines 64-68 and column 6, lines 7-43, see 
"weighting" or "weighted"), weighting the second signal with a second weight to provide 
a weighted second signal (see column 3, lines 64-68 and column 6, lines 7-43, see 
"weighting" or "weighted"), subtracting the second signal from said first signal to obtain 
the first beam (see fig.1, item 25, and column 6, lines 7-43), and subtracting said 
second signal from the second signal to obtain the second beam (see fig.1, item 19, and 
column 6, lines 7-43). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Kavehrad into the system of 
Ibanez-Meier in order to provide a technique for cross-polarization interference 
cancellation (see Kavehrad, column 1, lines 7-17). 

6. Claims 2-4, 15-17, 19 and 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ibanez-Meier et al (US 6,151,308) in view of Kavehrad (US 
4,577,330) and further in view of Baier et al (US 6,519,477). 
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Regarding claim 2, Ibanez-Meier as modified by Kavehrad teaches a 
communication system of claim 1. Ibanez-Meier as modified by Kavehrad does not 
specifically disclose weighting the second signal with a first weight prior to subtracting 
the second signal from the first signal. 

Baier teaches weighting the second signal with a first weight prior to subtracting 
the second signal from the first signal (see fig. 5, the weights W1 , W2, W3 and W4, prior 
to box "interference Cancellation"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Baier into the system of Ibanez- 
Meier and Kavehrad in order to allow channel impulse response to be determined in an 
improved manner, such that the determination of the channel impulse responses are 
resistant to interference source (see Baire, column 1 , line 66 to column 2, line 2). 

Regarding claim 3, Ibanez-Meier as modified by Kavehrad teaches a 
communication system of claim 1 . Ibanez-Meier as modified by Kavehrad does not 
specifically disclose weighting the first signal with a second weight prior to subtracting 
the second signal from the first signal. 

Baier teaches weighting the first signal with a second weight prior to subtracting 
the second signal from the first signal (see fig. 5, the weights W1, W2, W3 and W4, prior 
to box "Interference Cancellation"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Baier into the system of Ibanez- 
Meier and Kavehrad in order to allow channel impulse response to be determined in an 
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improved manner, such that the determination of the channel impulse responses are 
resistant to interference source (see Baire, column 1, line 66 to column 2, line 2). 

Regarding claims 4, 17 and 19, Ibanez-Meier as modified by Kavehrad teaches a 
communication system of claims 1,14 and 18. Ibanez-Meier as modified by Kavehrad 
does not specifically disclose the first weight is a function of user position files. 

Baire teaches the first weight is a function of user position files (see column 8, 
lines 57-67 wherein proper weights are obtained adaptively, where adaptive variation as 
a function of user position file is inherently implied. In addition, Applicant's specification 
page 10, lines 12-18 merely recites "the user position files". However, it fails to further 
define what a "the user position files" is. Therefore, Baire does indeed teach Applicant's 
claimed limitation with a broadest reasonable interpretation). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Baier into the system of Ibanez- 
Meier and Kavehrad in order to allow channel impulse response to be determined in an 
improved manner, such that the determination of the channel impulse responses are 
resistant to interference source (see Baire, column 1, line 66 to column 2, line 2). 

Regarding claim 15, see claims 2 and 3 for the teaching of Ibanez-Meier and 
Kavehrad. 

Regarding claim 16, see claim 1 for the teaching of Ibanez- Meier and Kavehrad. 
Regarding claim 21 , see claims 2 and 3 for the teaching of Ibanez-Meier and 
Kavehrad. 
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Regarding claim 22. Ibanez-Meier further teach a method as recited in claim 21 . 
wherein the at least one signal is associated with a mobile user (Ibanez-Meier. fig. 15). 

Regarding claim 23, Ibanez-Meier further teach a method as recited in claim 22, 
wherein the at least one other of the plurality of signals is associated with a mobile user 
(Ibanez-Meier, fig. 15). 

Regarding claim 24, Ibanez-Meier as modified by Kavehrad teaches a method as 
recited in claim 1 . Ibanez-Meier as modified by Kavehrad teaches does not specifically 
disclose the first weight is a function of user position files. 

Baire teaches the first weight is a function of user position files (see column 8, 
lines 57-67 wherein proper weights are obtained adaptively, where adaptive variation as 
a function of user position file is inherently implied). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Baier into the system of Ibanez- 
Meier and Kavehrad in order to allow channel impulse response to be determined in an 
improved manner, such that the determination of the channel impulse responses are 
resistant to interference source (see Baire, column 1, line 66 to column 2, line 2). 

Regarding claims 25 and 26, Ibanez-Meier teaches communications system 
comprising: a stratospheric platform (fig. 1, communication platform 110) having a 
payload controller (fig. 3, processor 310) and an antenna having a plurality of elements 
for generating a first beam and a second beam (fig.1 ), a gateway station in 
communication with said stratospheric platform (fig.1. destination device 130-132, and 
column 4. line 64, communication gateways), said gateway station receiving a first 
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beam having interference from the second beam therein and receiving a second signal 
having the second beam having interference from the first beam therein (column 16, 
lines 53-55). 

Ibanez-Meier does not specifically disclose a first subtracting block subtracting 
said second weighted signal from said first signal to obtain the first beam, a second 
subtracting block for subtracting said first signal from said second signal to obtain the 
second beam. 

Kavehrad teaches a first subtracting block subtracting said second weighted 
signal from said first signal to obtain the first beam (see fig.1 , item 25, and column 6, 
lines 7-43), a second subtracting block for subtracting said first signal from said second 
signal to obtain the second beam (see fig.1, item 19, and column 6, lines 7-43. In 
addition, see column 1, lines 20-22 and column 2, lines 67-68). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Kavehrad into the system of 
Ibanez-Meier in order to provide a technique for cross-polarization interference 
cancellation (see Kavehrad, column 1, lines 7-17). 

The combination of Ibanez-Meier or Kavehrad does not specifically disclose the 
gateway station comprising a first subtracting block and a second subtracting block. 
However, Kavehrad differs from the claims is that the above operations are done in the 
satellite (see Kavehrad, column 1, lines 20-21), not in the gateway station as recited in 
the claim. The examiner believes that the above difference would not render the claim 
patentable because it would merely depend on where those skilled in the art would like 
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to perform the above operations (in the satellite or gateway station since both 
Kavehrad's satellite and Applicant's gateway station are signal repeaters). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Kavehrad such that it is the gateway station, 
which performs the subtraction, in order to perform interference cancellation. 

The combination of Ibanez-Meier and Kavehrad further does not specifically 
disclose the gateway station weighting the second signal with a first weight to form a 
weighted second signal and wherein said first weight is a function of user position files. 

Baire teaches the gateway station weighting the second signal with a first weight 
to form a weighted second signal (see fig. 5, the weights W1 , W2, W3 and W4, prior to 
box "interference Cancellation") and wherein said first weight is a function of user 
position files (see column 8, lines 57-67 wherein proper weights are obtained 
adaptively, where adaptive variation as a function of user position file is inherently 
implied. In addition, Applicant's specification page 10, lines 12-18 merely recites "the 
user position files". However, it fails to further define what a "the user position files" is. 
Therefore, Baire does indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with a broadest 
reasonable interpretation). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Baier into the system of Ibanez- 
Meier and Kavehrad in order to allow channel impulse response to be determined in an 
improved manner, such that the determination of the channel impulse responses are 
resistant to interference source (see Baire, column 1 , line 66 to column 2, line 2). 
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7. Claims 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ibanez-Meier et al (US 6.151.308) in view of Kavehrad (US 4.577.330) and further in 
view of Roufferet al (US 5,410.731). 

Regarding claim 5. the combination of Ibanez-Meier and Kavehrad teaches a 
demultiplexer (see Ibanez-Meier, column 12. lines 10-21). The combination of Ibanez- 
Meier and Kavehrad does not specifically disclose the payload controller comprises a 
demultiplexer for receiving control signals. 

Rouffer teaches the payload controller comprises a demultiplexer for receiving 
control signals (fig.3, see the connection between demultiplexer 8 and central control 9, 
and see column 3. lines 65-68). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Rouffer into the system of 
Ibanez-Meier and Kavehrad in order to provide a simpler, cheaper way of solving the 
problem that is based on using a system which can be modified as a function of market 
requirements (see Rouffer. column 2, lines 3-6). 

Regarding claim 6, the combination of Ibanez-Meier and Kavehrad teaches a 
demultiplexer (see Ibanez-Meier, column 12, lines 10-21). The combination of Ibanez- 
Meier and Kavehrad does not specifically disclose the demultiplexer generates a 
plurality of element control signals. 
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Rouffer teaches the demultiplexer generates a plurality of element control signals 
(fig. 3, see the connection between demultiplexer 8 and central control 9. and see 
column 3, lines 65-68). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Rouffer into the system of 
Ibanez-Meier and Kavehrad in order to provide a simpler, cheaper way of solving the 
problem that is based on using a system which can be modified as a function of market 
requirements (see Rouffer, column 2, lines 3-6). 

Regarding claim 7, Ibanez-Meier further teaches the element control signals are 
coupled to an RF feed, and the RF feed is coupled to the plurality of elements of the 
phased array antenna (Ibanez-Meier, column 6, lines 43-45). 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nghi H. Ly whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-791 1 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am-5:30 pm Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nick Corsaro can be reached on (571) 272-7876. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Nghi H. Ly 




